
Vid Electronic Filing Febraaty 13,2006 

Marlene N. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
Office o f h e  Secretary 
445 12“‘ Street. SW, Room TW-A325 
Washington. DC 20554 

Attn: Scott A. Mackoul, Auctions and Spectrum Access Division, WTB 
Room 6-65 19 

Re: 

Dear Ms. Dortcli: 

Comments on A WS-I Auction Procedures - A U Docket No. 06-30 

Lost Nation-Elwood Tel.ephorre Comprny hereby submits its comments on the 
Wirel,ess Telecommunications Bureau’s proposed reserve prices/minimum opening bi,ds 
and other procedures for the upcoming auction of Advanced Wireless Services (“AWS”) 
spectrum in the 1710 - 1755 MHz and 2110 - 21.55 MHz CAWS-1”) bands, known as 
Auction No. 66. We are a rural telephone LEC in Iowa. Our company has been in 
business since 1.902, and we have a demonstrated commitment to the rural communi,ties 
in our service area. We thank the Bureau for providing us tb,e opportunity to submit these 
comments; in reapnnar? to i t s  Tanawy 3 3, ? O M  Pub!ic T\’,tice. 

As a rural carrier, we are among the entities that Congress sought to hell, when it 
mandated in, Section 309u) of the Communications Act that the FCC promote economic 
opportunity and competition an,d disseminate licenses among a wide variety of applicants, 
includjng small businesses and rural. telephone companies. We therefore believe that the 
Bureau must not allow the resewc pricesiminimum opening bids or other procedures &at 
it adopts for Auction No. 66 to become an artificial barrier to meaning-Rill small business 
and rural telephonc company participation in the AWS auction. The Commission was on 
the right track when it revised its AWS-1 band pl,an last August and doubled the amount 
of spectrum available for MSNRSA 1i.censing “to meet the needs of rural carriers.” The 
Bureau can furflier promote the Commission’s policy goals by adopting the following 
auction procedures a0.d design proposals: 

Package Bidding Should Not Be Available 

We support the Bureau’s proposal to usc icS standard simultaneous multiple-round 
auction format far Auction No. 66. Package bidding should nut be available for We A- 
Block licenses, sincc M s  would unduly complicate the bidding for 734 MSNRSA 
licenses. More importantly, packagc bidding could deprive m l  carriers of meaningful 
opportunities to participate in AWS. Large carriers would be able to place a package bid 



on iarge regions o f  A Block spectrum, effectively hrning the A Block into another 
B A G .  And if certain A Bl.ock licenses do not receive individual bids in.tbe package bid, 
arbs, the Commission may be forced to award the package bikl even i.f a rural telephone 
company placed a higher per pop bid on the RSA encompassing i ts rural service area. 
This would effectively undo the Commission’s good work in creating a vi,able bidding 
opportunity for small businesses and rural, telephon,e companies through creation of the A 
Block, and would be inconsistent with the mandate of Section 30gQ) of the 
Communications Act. We therefore strongly support the Bureau’s initial conc1usi.on that 
it would not be practical or desirable to offer package bidding in a single AWS-1 auction 
with 1,222 available licen,ses. 

If the Commission concltidees after ravirwlng tl7.r coxren ts  that i: is 6csii;;‘i.k to 
allow package bidding on the larger licenses, then we support having a separate auction 
for the A Block, so long as the Comniission combines tlie results of h e  two AVS 
auctions in deterfnining ifthe aggregate reserve price i.s met. Otherwise, the Commission 
should have a single auction in whjch the A. Block licenses we off li.mits to package 
bidders. 

The Usual Biddermid Information Should Be Available to Auction Participan.ts 

In contrast to previous aucti,ons, the Bureau bas proposed for Auction No. 66 that 
it make public only the gross amount of high bids a h r  each bidding round 
(“provisionally winning bids”), and that i t  not w e a l  information about (I) bidders’ short- 
form license selections and the amount of their upfront payments; (2) the identity of non- 
provisionally winning bidders md, the amounts of  their bids; and (3) the identities of the 
provisionally winning bidders. We are uncomfortable wjtlt such a significant departure 
from procedures that worked fine in dozens ofspecttxm. auctims up to now, and urge the 
Bureau to return to what has become standard practice. Any speculati,ve benefit in 
economic emciency” that the R w m i  hycts to g&:? %R -5!<kg less bicldci iiifoiiiiaiid,ri 

available will be vastly outweighed by bidder confusion and uncerteinqr 6 t h  the ECT 

procedures. Sniall carriers will have greater confidence in the AWS auction an.d they will 
hid more confidently if th.ey know who they are bidding against, and the bi.dding 
eligibility of the opposing bidders. 

‘I: 

The Commission has already eliminated the danger o f  bid signaling through the 
use of “click box” bidding, in which thc FCC detennines the amount of each bid 
increment. Full disclosure of any opposing bidder identities and markets of choice would 
also make it easier for bidders to comply with the anti-coll,usion rules, and would make 
any special anti-collusion notices (referred to in footnote 30 of the Public Notice) 
unnccessary. 

Reduce Minimum Opening BidslIipfront Paymeats for RSA Licenses 

in recognition of the significant difference in valuation. ofrural and urban markets 
(and significant disparity in network buildout costs), the Bureau should substantially 
lower its minimum opening bids and upfront payments for all A-Block RSA licenses. 



We believe this will encourage greater partkipation and more robust bidding for RSA 
1i.censes early i.n the auction, and result in a wide dissemination o f  AWS licenses among 
designated entities. The Commission should encourage as many bidders as possible to 
participate in Auction No. 66, because this wit1 ensure that all of the available spectrum is 
licensed, and that spectrum is valued fairly by the marketplace, rather than as a matte]: of 
administrative convenien,ce. 

Use of a single f iw cent per ~ ~ z - p o p  fonnula for calculating the minimum 
opening bi,ds of all licenses does not reflect the reality (dem,onstrated by prior auctions} 
that a given market’s value is a function of its population density, as much as its mere 
population. Thus a “rural pop” will not: sell for the same price as an “urban pop”. For 
example, in the lower 700MHz auction, several RSAs in o w  state were won with a final 
bid of two cents per MKz-pop or less (such as CMA 415 Iowa 4- Muscatinc), while some 
of the Iowa MSAs in the same auction with ,h i la r  populations were won at six times 
that amount or more (such as Dubuque-CMA 28G, which sold for $128,000, or 
approximately 12 cents per MHz-pop). It follows that there must be a substantial 
discount factor applied to the RSA licenses, to allow bidders room to anive at the correct 
market price for less densely popula.tcd areas. If bidding is started at tbe same per 
MHz/pop level for all licenses, some of the sparsely populated, RSAs may be over-valued 
at the minimum opening bid; or the bid in.crements in the ensuing round will pass over 
ttle actual value. This would cause bidders to drop out rather than bid, and would result in 
1,ess auction revenue. We therefore suggest that the minimum opening bid for all A- 
Block RSA licenses should be one cent per MHzpop. 

For thc same reasons, Ihe upfront paynient for RSA licenses should be reduced to 
one ccnl: per MNZ-pop. This will cncourage wider participation in the auction by small 
businesses and rural telephonc carriers. 

We respectfully request that the Bureau amend its proposed reserve 
prices/minimuzn opening bids and other proccdures for the AWS-1 auction in accoxdancc 
with the foregoing comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tommy%. Mullins, C.E.O. 
Lost Nation-Elwood Telephone Company 


